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STATEMENT OF BRUCE BLANCHARD

United Stated Department of the Interior
Office of the Secretary

Washington, D.C, 20240

ER 86/552 June 30, 1986

Mr. R. P. Whitfield
Oi rector, Environmental Oivisio”
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off ice
P.O. Box A
Aiken, South Carolina 29802

Dear Mr. Whitfield:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the
draft environmental impact statement for
Al ternative Cool i ng Water Systems, Savannah River
Plant, Aiken, County, South Carolina and has the
fol lowing comments,

~

BD-1 We recognize that each of the action alternatives The costs of electrical usage, as well as
offers significant reductions of existing thermal maintenance and production losses, are based
impacts to the affected wetland systems. However, on the assumption that reactors continue to
a key consideration that appears to have been operate for 15 years after construction of a
underemphasized in the draft statement is the cooling tower(s)
projected 1 i fetime of the reactors and consequent
need for cooling systems, This consideration Also see response to comment BC-6.
should have major bearing o. the selection of
preferred alternatives that may represent the best
1 ong-term balance among costs, production
efficiency! and environmental quality. In
consideration of the information presented, it
appears that the reci rcul ati ng cool i ng tower
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alternative would provide the best long-term
advantage from a cost standpoint, as well as
providing significant reductions in impingement and
entrainment. However, the habitat effects of each
alternative should be carefully assessed before the
proposed action is final ized.

Alternatives

ED-2 We believe the proposal described in the draft Initial and operating expenses, along with
statement offers significant benefits to fish and production efficiency, have been included in
wildlife resources when compared to the existing Chapter 2 of this FE IS. Environmental
No-Action condition. However, the final statement effects for construction and operation have
would be improved by the inclusion of a detailed been analyzed extensively and results are
iong–term analysis of initial and operating costs, i“cl”ded in Chapter 4 of this FE IS.
environmental effects, and production efficiency
over the project lifetime for each alternative. Also see responses to comments BO-I and BC-6.

The projected lifetime of the currently operating Comment noted on preference for
reactor systems or the 1 ikel i hood of reactor reci rculating cooling towers. See
replacement and long-term need for cooling systems discussion in Chapters 2 and 4 for more
should be factored into the analysis because the detail on this alternative.
available information indicates that significant
long-term differences in effects to fish and
wildl ife resources may exist between action
alternatives, parti CU1 arl y in reference to the C-
Canal K-Reactor action alternatives. We suggest
I o“g-term annual operating costs may fa.or the
recirculating cooling tower systems after
aPPrOXi M3tel y 9-10 years of operation eve” though
the once-through cool ]?g tower systems may
represent a lower inl t, al cost.

Im~ati to Wetlands

BD-3 Currently, annual forested wetland canopy losses of See response to comment BC-19.
about 54 acres are occurrin9 in response to thermal
impact and i ncreased f 100ding in the affected
areas, The once-through cool ing tower alternative
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would decrease forest canopy loss while allowing
some revegetation of thermally impacted wetlands.
Approximately 1,500 acres of previously forested
wetlands would continue to be maintained in a
permanently flooded condition by the discharges of
C- and K-Reactors. With termination of thermal
effects, these flooded areas would be expected to
provide habitat for aquatic fish and wildlife
species if discharge fluctuations are not too
severe. The recirculating tower alternative would
result in termination of both thermal a“d flooding
effects due to C- and K-Reactor operations. This
alternative would allow for successional
revegetation of approximately 1,500 acres of
previously forested wetland habitats.

BO-4 The Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) analysis See response to comment BC-3.
being conducted for the Department of Energy by the
Savannah River Laboratory will provide the best way

y to adequately compare alternatives with respect to

w long-term habitat effects.
w

c“mulat ive Imoacts

80-5 The final statement for the L–Reactor Restart Entrainment and impingement impacts have
Project (ER 83/121 1) states that on a cumulative been add~essed in Chapter 4 with supportive
basis, including all Savannah River Plant water information provided in Appendix C of the
intakes, the total entrainment losses would be up FEIS,
to 19 percent of the fish eggs and larvae passing
the intake canal annually. The final statement
should address the combined effects of D_ Area, c-,
K-, and L-Reactor operation on Impingement and
entrainment. The total losses from all intakes is
significant. Consideration should be given to the
installation of recirculating towers to reduce
cumulative impacts from entrainment losses.

. .
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We hope these comments will be helpful to You.

Sincere] y,

Bruce Blanchard, Director
Environmental Project
Review

L....


